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PER CURI AM

Cam |l e Taylor petitions for a wit of mandanus. She seeks an
order from this court staying a state court eviction order and
enjoining her landlord, Charles E. Smth Residential Realty, L.P.,
fromproceeding with the eviction. She al so seeks an order staying
the district court’s denial of her notion for injunction against
enforcenment of the eviction order.

Mandanmus relief is available only when the petitioner has a

clear right tothe relief sought. See Inre First Fed. Sav. & Loan

Assn., 860 F.2d 135, 138 (4th Cr. 1988). Further, mandanus is a
drastic renmedy and should only be used i n extraordi nary situations.

See Kerr v. United States Dist. Court, 426 U. S. 394, 402 (1976); In

re Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826 (4th Cir. 1987). Mandanus nmay not be

used as a substitute for appeal. See In re United Steelworkers,

595 F.2d 958, 960 (4th GCr. 1979). Finally, this court does not
have jurisdiction to grant mandanus relief agai nst state officials,

see @Qrley v. Superior Court of Mecklenburg County, 411 F.2d 586,

587 (4th Cir. 1969), and does not have jurisdictionto reviewstate

court orders, see District of Colunbia Court of Appeals v. Fel dman,

460 U. S. 462, 482 (1983).

Because Tayl or may chal | enge the state court’s eviction order
t hrough an appeal in the state court system and because we do not
have jurisdictiontoreviewthe state court orders, mandanus reli ef

is not warranted. Further, to the extent that the district court’s



orders may be appeal abl e, Taylor’s contentions nmay be raised i n her
appeal of those orders. Accordingly, although we grant |eave to
proceed in forma pauperis, we deny the petition for wit of
mandanus. We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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